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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejection - 35 USC § 103 

1. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 3.5 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 4, 1 1, 18, 19, 21, 22, 26, 34 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ashdown et al, U.S. Patent No 6625273 in view of the background of 
Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 20010053218 and Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285. 

For Claim 1, Ashdown et al teach that a method for performing stateful signaling 
transactions in a distributed processing environment (see Abstract, Figure 2, Column 4 Line 
55-67), the method comprising: a stateful processing module (see Column 5 Line 47-49), a 
plurality of stateful processing modules (see Column 7 Line 62-67, Column 8 Line 1-10 i.e. 
according to SS7 standard, each TCAP transaction is unique and has its own ID, therefore, the 
apparatus is able to set up to process each transaction with a unique processing module). For 
Claims 2 and 4, Ashdown et al teach that the method of wherein receiving a first signaling 
message includes receiving a TCAP and an ISDN user part (ISUP) message (see Column 5 
Line 40-56) and wherein the method further comprises buffering TCAP and ISUP messages 
at the first stateful processing module (see Column 2 Line 61-67). For Claim 11, Ashdown et 
al teach that the method wherein receiving a response to the stateful transaction query 
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message includes receiving the response at a link interface module (see Column 3 Line 50- 
67, Column 5 Line 13-25). For Claim 22, Ashdown et al teach that the telecommunications 
network element wherein the link interface module comprises an SS7 link interface module 
for sending and receiving SS7 messages and for forwarding signaling connection control 
part (SCCP) messages to the stateful processing modules (see Column 3 Line 50-67, Column 
5 Line 40-56). 

For Claim 1, Ashdown et al do not teach that he method comprising: (a) receiving a first 
signaling message; (b) forwarding the first signaling message to a first stateful processing 
module of a plurality of stateful processing modules; (c) at the first stateful processing 
module: (i) generating a transaction query message based on the first signaling message; 
(ii) inserting an identifier in the transaction query message for identifying the first 
processing module; and (iii) forwarding the transaction query message to a destination; 
and (d) receiving a response to transaction query message, the response including the 
identifier; and (e) using the identifier to distribute the response to the first stateful 
processing module. For Claim 11, Ashdown et al do not teach that the method wherein using 
the identifier to distribute the response to the first stateful processing module includes 
decoding the identifier at the link interface module and sending the response to the stateful 
processing module corresponding to the identifier. 

For Claim 1, the background of Leung et al teach that the method comprising: (a) receiving a 
first signaling message (see [0005] Line 1-5); (b) forwarding the first signaling message to a 
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first stateful processing module of a plurality of stateful processing modules (see [0004] 
Line 1-7); (c) at the first stateful processing module: (i) generating a transaction query 
message based on the first signaling message (see [0005] Line 5-8, [0006-0012]); (ii) 
inserting an identifier in the transaction query message for identifying the processing 
module (see [0004]) ; and (Hi) forwarding the transaction query message to a destination 
(see [0005] Line 5-8, [0006-0012]); and (d) receiving a response to transaction query 
message, the response including the identifier (see [0013-0019], [0020]); and (e) using the 
identifier to distribute the response to the first stateful processing module (see [0004] Line 
1-7). For Claim 1 1, the background of Leung et al teach that the method wherein using the 
identifier to distribute the response to the first stateful processing module includes 
decoding the identifier at the link interface module and sending the response to the stateful 
processing module corresponding to the identifier (see [0004]). For Claims 18 and 19, the 
background of Leung et al teach that the method wherein generating a stateful transaction 
query message includes generating a plurality of stateful transaction query messages, 
wherein receiving a response includes receiving a response to each query message, and 
wherein using the identifier to distribute the response includes using the identifier to 
distribute the response to each query message; the method wherein receiving a response to 
the stateful transaction query message includes receiving multiple responses to the stateful 
transaction query message, each response including the identifier, and wherein using the 
identifier to distribute the response to the first stateful processing module includes using 
the identifier to distribute each response to the first stateful processing module (see [0004] 
[0021]). 
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Ashdown et al and the background of Leung et al are analogous art because they are from same 
field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
set up the apparatus of Ashdown et al with multiple unique processing modules to process each 
unique TCAP transaction and handle the transactions following the existing SS7 standard 
definition (identifying a unique transaction is equivalent to identifying a processing module and 
vice versa). 

The motivation would have been that with such set up Ashdown' s invention can reduce the 
number of TCAP transactions, which further reduce the processing load to the entire 
communication system, with the ease of applying existing SS7 standard definition, which 
requires no further invention to the definition. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al and the background of Leung 
et al to obtain the limitations as specified in claim 1 . 

For Claim 1, Ashdown et al and Leung et al teach all the limitations except that the transaction 
query messages are stateful. 

For Claim 1, Park teaches that the transaction query messages are stateful (see Abstract, 
[0012]). 
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Claims 21 and 26 are apparatus claims corresponding to method claims 1 and 4 and therefore 
rejected under the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

Claims 34 and 40 are computer program product claims corresponding to method claims 1 and 
1 1 and therefore rejected under the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park are analogous art because they are from 
same field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the stateful information in a transaction query message. 

The motivation would have been that Park's method provides a concrete implementation of 
stateful information insertion to the TCAP messages, which makes the SS7 standard more robust 
in facing different state of transactions. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al 
and Park to obtain the claims 1,2, 4, 1 1, 18, 19, 21, 22, 26, 34 and 40. 

5. Claims 3, 5, 25, 35, 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ashdown et al, U.S. Patent No 6625273, the background of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 
20010053218 and Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285 as applied to claims 1, 21 and 34 
above, and further in view of the invention of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 20010053218. 
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For Claims 3 and 5, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach all the 
limitations except that the method wherein formulating a stateful transaction query message 
includes formulating a second TCAP query message based on the first TCAP query 
message. For Claims 35 and 36, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach 
that the computer program product of wherein receiving a signaling message comprises 
receiving an ISDN user part (ISUP) and TCAP signaling message and wherein formulating 
a stateful transaction query message includes buffering the ISUP and TCAP message (see 
Column 2 Line 61-67, Column 5 Line 40-56). 

For Claims 35 and 36, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park do not teach that 
the computer program product wherein formulating a stateful transaction query message 
includes formulating a second TCAP query message based on the first TCAP and ISUP 
query message. 

For Claims 3 and 5, the invention of Leung et al teaches that the method wherein formulating 
a stateful transaction query message includes formulating a second TCAP query message 
based on the first TCAP query message (see [0034]). For Claims 35 and 36, the invention of 
Leung et al teaches that the computer program product wherein formulating a stateful 
transaction query message includes formulating a second TCAP query message based on 
the first TCAP query message (see [0034]). 



Application/Control Number: 10/796,653 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2616 

Claim 25 is an apparatus claim corresponding to method claim 3 and therefore rejected under the 
same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

Ashdown et al 5 the background and invention of Leung et al and Park are analogous art because 
they are from same field of endeavor. . 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the Leung's method to the Ashdown' s invention. 

The motivation would have been that with Leung's method, Ashdown' s invention can farther 
reduced the system load when there are multiple STPs between the SSP and SCP; in addition, it 
is also desired to apply such load reduction method when different type of transaction messages 
such as TCAP, ISUP or IP over SS7 are processed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background and invention 
of Leung et al and Park to obtain the claims 3, 5, 25, 35 and 36. 

6. Claims 6, 23 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ashdown et al, U.S. Patent No 6625273, the background of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 
20010053218 and Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285 as applied to claims 1 and 21 above, 
and further in view of the background of Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285. 

For Claim 6, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach that the method of 
wherein receiving a first signaling message includes receiving a first signaling message (see 
Column 5 Line 40-56) and wherein the method further comprises buffering the first 



' Application/Control Number: 10/796,653 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2616 

signaling message at the first stateful processing module (see Column 2 Line 61-67). For 
Claim 23, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach that the 
telecommunications network element wherein the link interface module comprises an IP 
link interface module for sending and receiving IP signaling messages and for forwarding 
predetermined IP signaling messages to the stateful processing modules (see Ashdown, 
Abstract, Column 3 Line 12-14). 

For Claim 6, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park do not teach that the first 
receiving query message is an IP telephony signaling message. For Claim 23, Ashdown et al, 
the background of Leung et al and Park do not teach that the IP link interface module, IP 
signal messages are IP telephony related. 

For Claim 6, the background of Park teaches that the first receiving query message is an IP 
telephony signaling message (see Figure 1, [0005] Line 8-13). For Claim 23, the background of 
Park teaches that the IP link interface module, IP signal messages are IP telephony related 

(see Figure 1, [0005] Line 8-13). 

Claim 27 is an apparatus claim corresponding to method claim 6 and therefore rejected under the 
same reason set forth in this paragraph. 1 

Ashdown et al, the background and invention of Leung et al and the background and invention 
Park are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the functionality of receiving IP telephony signal message at the Ashdown's 
apparatus. 

The motivation would have been that it is desired for the Ashdown's apparatus to be able handle 
different telecommunication application such as voice over IP; since SS7 system has been a 
widely accepted protocol to process voice communication it is only logical to implement VoIP. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background and invention 
of Leung et al and Park to obtain the claims 6, 23 and 27. 

7. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ashdown et al, 
U.S. Patent No 6625273, the background of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 20010053218 and 
the background and invention of Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285 as applied to claim 6 
above, and further in view of the invention of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 20010053218. 

For Claim 7, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and the background and invention of 
Park teach all the limitations except that the method wherein formulating a stateful 
transaction query message includes formulating a second TCAP query message based on 
the first TCAP query message. 

For Claim 7, the invention of Leung et al teaches that the method wherein formulating a 
stateful transaction query message includes formulating a second TCAP query message 
based on the first TCAP query message (see [0034]), 
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Ashdown et al, the background and invention of Leung et al and the background and invention of 
Park are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the Leung's method to the Ashdown' s invention. 

The motivation would have been that with Leung's method, Ashdown's invention can further 
reduced the system load when there are multiple STPs between the SSP and SCP; in addition, it 
is also desired to apply such load reduction method when different type of transaction messages 
such as TCAP, ISUP or IP over SS7 are processed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background and invention 
of Leung et al and the background and invention of Park to obtain the claim 7. 

n ■ ■ 

8. Claims 8, 9, 10, 12, 20, 24, 28, 29, 38, 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ashdown et al, U.S. Patent No 6625273, the background of Leung et al, U.S. 
Publication No 20010053218 and Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285 as applied to claims 1, 
21 and 34 above, and further in view of Redmill, An Introduction to SS7. 

For Claim 8, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach all the limitations 
except that the method wherein forwarding the first signaling message to a first stateful 
processing module of a plurality of stateful processing modules includes selecting the first 
stateful processing module from the plurality of stateful processing modules using a load 
sharing algorithm. For Claims 9, 10, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park 
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teach all the limitations except that the method of wherein inserting an identifier in the 
stateful transaction query message includes placing the identifier in a field in the stateful 
transaction query message for causing the destination to insert the identifier in the 
response; The method wherein the stateful transaction query message comprises a 
transaction capabilities application part (TCAP) message and the field comprises a 
transaction identifier field in the TCAP message. For Claim 12, Ashdown et' al, the 
background of Leung et al and Park teach that the method wherein receiving a response to the 
stateful transaction query message includes receiving the response at a link interface 
module (see Ashdown et al, Column 3 Line 50-67, Column 5 Line 13-25); the method wherein 
using the identifier to distribute the response to the first stateful processing module 
includes decoding the identifier at a second stateful processing module and sending the 
response to the first stateful processing module corresponding to the identifier (see Leung et 
al, [0004]). For Claims 20, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach all the 
limitations except that the method wherein forwarding the stateful transaction query 
message to a destination includes inserting an entity address of a first signal transfer point 
of a mated pair of signal transfer points in the stateful transaction query message, 
forwarding the stateful transaction query message from the first signal transfer point to the 
destination and wherein receiving the response includes receiving the response at a second 
signal transfer point of the mated pair of signal transfer points, decoding the response and 
extracting an entity address from the response, determining that the entity address 
corresponds to the first signal transfer point, and forwarding the response to the first 
signal transfer point 
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For Claim 12, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park do not teach that the 
method wherein using the identifier to distribute the response to the first stateful 
processing module includes forwarding the response to a second stateful processing module 
using a load sharing algorithm. 

For Claim 8, Redmill teaches that the method wherein forwarding the first signaling message 
to a first stateful processing module of a plurality of stateful processing modules includes 
selecting the first stateful processing module from the plurality of stateful processing 
modules using a load sharing algorithm (see Page 9 Line 12-16, Page 14 Line 32-39). For 
Claim 9, 10, Redmill teaches that the method of wherein inserting an identifier in the stateful 
transaction query message includes placing the identifier in a field in the stateful 
transaction query message for causing the destination to insert the identifier in the 
response; The method wherein the stateful transaction query message comprises a 
transaction capabilities application part (TCAP) message and the field comprises a 
transaction identifier field in the TCAP message (see Page 12-13 Section 4.5). For Claim 12, 
Redmill teaches that the method wherein using the identifier to distribute the response to the 
first stateful processing module includes forwarding the response to a second stateful 
processing module using a load sharing algorithm (see Page 14 Line 32-39). For Claim 20, 
Redmill teaches that the method wherein forwarding the stateful transaction query message 
to a destination includes inserting an entity address of a first signal transfer point of a 
mated pair of signal transfer points in the stateful transaction query message, forwarding 
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the stateful transaction query message from the first signal transfer point to the destination 
and wherein receiving the response includes receiving the response at a second signal 
transfer point of the mated pair of signal transfer points, decoding the response and 
extracting an entity address from the response, determining that the entity address 
corresponds to the first signal transfer point, and forwarding the response to the first 
signal transfer point (see Page 5-7 Section 3). 

Claims 24, 28 and 29 are apparatus claims corresponding to method claims 12, 9 and 10 
and therefore rejected under the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

Claims 38 and 39 are computer program product claims corresponding to method claims 9 
and 10 and therefore rejected under the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al, Park and Redmill are analogous art because they 
are from same field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the load-sharing algorithm to distribute messages among a plurality of processing 
modules; include ID in the TCAP message to identify each transaction. 

The motivation would have been that with load sharing algorithm, a fail processing module will 
not cause a communication between two SPs to break down especially when the traffic is heavy; 
it is desired to have a flow mechanism to control great amount of data traffic between two SPs. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al, 
Park and Redmill to obtain the claims 8, 9, 10, 12, 20, 24, 28, 29, 38 and 39. 

9. Claims 13 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ashdown et al, U.S. Patent No 6625273, the background of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 
20010053218 and Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285. 

For Claim 13, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach all the limitations 
except that the method wherein using the identifier to distribute the response includes forwarding 
the response to a distribution module, however, examiner takes official notice that it is well 
known in the art to use a centralized module to distribute data information. 

Claim 30 is an apparatus claim corresponding to method claim 13 and therefore rejected under 
the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the distribution module in the Ashdown' s invention. 

The motivation would have been that centralized distribution mechanism allows users to monitor 
the traffic at the node with ease. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al, 
Park to obtain the claims 13 and 30. 
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10. Claims 15 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ashdown et al, U.S. Patent No 6625273, the background of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 
20010053218 and Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285 as applied to claims 1 and 21 above, 
and further in view of Brockman et al, U.S. Patent No 6249572. 

For Claim 15, Ashdown et al 5 the background of Leung et al and Park teach all the limitations 
except that the method comprising formulating a transaction detail record (TDR) based on 
the stateful transaction. 

For Claim 15, Brockman et al teach that the method comprising formulating a transaction 
detail record (TDR) based on the stateful transaction (see Abstract, Column 2 Line 42-48). 

Claim 33 is an apparatus claim corresponding to method claim 15 and therefore rejected under 
the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al, Park and Brockman et al are analogous art 
because they are from same field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the record tracking method to the Ashdown' s invention. . 

The motivation would have been that it is desired to have a TCAP transactions monitoring 
system to correlate the TCAP transactions split scattering around different links between any pair 
ofSPs. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al, 
Park and Brockman et al to obtain the claims 1 5 and 33. 

11. Claims 16 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ashdown et al, U.S. Patent No 6625273, the background of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 
20010053218 and Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285 as applied to claims 1 and 21 above, 
and further in view of the background of Ashdown et al, U.S. Patent No 6625273. 

For Claim 16, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach all the limitations 
except that the method wherein steps (a)-(e) are performed at a signal transfer point (STP). 

For Claim 16, the background of Ashdown et al teaches that the method wherein steps (a)-(e) 
are performed at a signal transfer point (STP) (see Column 2 Line 33-42). 

Claim 31 is an apparatus claim corresponding to method claim 16 and therefore rejected under 
the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

The background and invention of Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park are 
analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the Ashdown' s invention directly at the STP levels. 
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The motivation would have been that although it is cost prohibitive for smaller operators, it is on 
the other hand desired for the bigger operators who already own the STPs to incorporate the 
invention without implementing new devices. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Ashdown et 
al, the background of Leung et al and Park to obtain the claims 1 6 and 31. 

12. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ashdown et al, 
U.S. Patent No 6625273, the background of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 20010053218 and 
Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Sprague et al, U.S. Publication No 20030231652. 

For Claim 17, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach all the limitations 
except that the method wherein the stateful transaction query messages and the response 
comprise IP-based messages. 

For Claim 17, Sprague et al teach that the method wherein the stateful transaction query 
messages and the response comprise IP-based messages (see Abstract). 

Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al, Park and Sprague et al are analogous art because 
they are from same field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the method of Sprague to transmit SS7 messages over an IP network. 
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The motivation would have been that it is desired to allow users to communicate across different 
communication network especially when SS7 is the most widely adapted voice communication 
network and IP is the most widely adapted data network. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al, 
Park and Sprague et al to obtain the claim 17. 

13. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ashdown et al, 
U.S. Patent No 6625273, the background of Leung et al, U.S. Publication No 20010053218 and 
Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285 as applied to claim 34 above, and further in view of the 
background of Park U.S. Publication No 20010046285 and the invention of Leung et al, U.S. 
Publication No 20010053218. 

For Claim 37, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park teach that the method of 
wherein receiving a first signaling message includes receiving a first signaling message (see 
Column 5 Line 40-56) and wherein the method further comprises buffering the first 
signaling message at the first stateful processing module (see Column 2 Line 61-67). 

For Claim 37, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and Park do not teach that the first 
receiving query message is an IP telephony signaling message. 

For Claim 37, the background of Park teaches that the first receiving query message is an IP 
telephony signaling message (see Figure 1, [0005] Line 8-13). 
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Ashdown et al, the background and invention of Leung et al and the background and invention 
Park are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the functionality of receiving IP telephony signal message at the Ashdown's 
apparatus. 

The motivation would have been that it is desired for the Ashdown's apparatus to be able handle 
different telecommunication application such as voice over IP; since SS7 system has been a 
widely accepted protocol to process voice communication it is only logical to implement VoIP. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background and invention 
of Leung et al and Park to obtain the limitations of the claims 37. 

For Claim 37, Ashdown et al, the background of Leung et al and the background and invention 
of Park teach all the limitations except that the method wherein formulating a stateful 
transaction query message includes formulating a second TCAP query message based on 
the first TCAP query message. 

For Claim 37, the invention of Leung et al teaches that the method wherein formulating a 
stateful transaction query message includes formulating a second TCAP query message 
based on the first TCAP query message (see [0034]). 
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Ashdown et al, the background and invention of Leung et al and the background and invention of 
Park are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the Leung's method to the Ashdown 's invention. 

The motivation would have been that with Leung's method, Ashdown' s invention can further 
reduced the system load when there are multiple STPs between the SSP and SCP; in addition, it 
is also desired to apply such load reduction method when different type of transaction messages 
such as TCAP, ISUP or IP over SS7 are processed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ashdown et al, the background and invention 
of Leung et al and the background and invention of Park to obtain the claim 37. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

14. Claims 14 and 32 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

15. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 

For claims 14 and 32, prior art fails to show alone or in combination that the stateful transaction 
query message and response message comprise transaction location information. 
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Conclusion 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Khello et al, U.S. Patent No 661 1584 is cited to show a similar method and system to 
handle transactions using TCAP in a SS7 network. 

17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wei-po Kao whose telephone number is (571)270-3128. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30AM to 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571)272-3139. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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